This article investigates how participants accomplish interculturality (Nishizaka 1995 (Nishizaka , 1999 Mori 2003) when they engage in talk about Korean cultural practices involving labels and descriptions which construct one another's national/ethnic identity. Within the framework of Membership Categorization Analysis (Sacks 1972 (Sacks , 1979 (Sacks , 1992 , three segments of conversation were analyzed between Korean users of Japanese attending a Japanese university and their Japanese work colleagues or college friends. The analysis challenges key assumptions about intercultural conversation in several ways: 1) by demonstrating that interculturality is not always achieved in talk among speakers from different nations who have different first languages; 2) through illustrating how cultural expertise is often claimed by 'nonmembers' of the culture; and 3) by showing how presumed cultural experts do not always enact their cultural memberships, even in the face of cultural critique. The study reveals that the various membership categorizations that occur are contingent on how the participants respond to the assessment of various cultural practices. The findings of this study provide further awareness of how cross-cultural identity construction and interculturality are accomplished in talk.
Introduction
The purpose of this article is to look at how participants construct interculturality through displaying their cultural expertise in discussions about various cultural practices. The analysis will show how the participants' stance toward various Korean and Japanese cultural practices reveals degrees of interculturality. Recent studies that utilize a Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA) or Conversation Analysis (CA) approach demonstrate that participants indicate the relevance or irrelevance of interculturality through interaction (Antaki & Widdicombe 1998; Mori 2003; Nishizaka 1995 Nishizaka , 1999 . In accordance with this perspective, the relevance of interculturality is a co-constructed accomplishment in which participants show whether or not their cultural differences are important for the interaction. Similarly, this study focuses on moments in Japanese talk where orientations by the participants to attain intercultural understandings occur.
When interculturality becomes a possible topic of talk, the participants may enact or discuss various aspects of their identity. In order to examine the relationship of identity work and the construction of interculturality, this study will use MCA. Identity, as accomplished through membership categorization, is a tradition that developed from DOI: 10.1075/prag.17.1.02zim Harvey Sacks' lectures at UCLA (Sacks 1992 ) and a few of his published writings (1972, 1979) . Membership categorization is the process of organizing and reorganizing people into categories or groups and is the "central machinery of social organization" (Sacks 1992: 40) . In conversation, we construct and use categories to express who we are and who others are. These categories are a part of the topical talk of conversation, and participants utilize them in local and temporal ways to accomplish social and interpersonal goals.
Sacks ' (1972, 1979, 1992) work on membership categorizations provided the foundation for more recent examinations of membership categories as a means for showing how participants orient to their various identities in talk, e.g. Hester and Eglin (1997) and Antaki and Widdicombe (1998) . In this study, I utilize the terms labels and descriptions, as found in Antaki and Widdicombe (1998) . The process of labeling refers to the discursive practice of producing explicit membership categorizations that are locally occasioned in talk. Labeling shows, first, how a category is attributed to a person in an interaction, and second, how "the business…is transacted with [the categories] by participants" (Antaki and Widdicombe 1998: 10) . By examining the local environment where social categories appear, the analyst can determine how the participants employ the labels in their talk. Description, on the other hand, is the categorical analysis which speakers do in talk. Unlike labeling, explicit category terms are not found within interactions; instead, speakers allude to category terms through indirectly indexing membership categories. Category labels are implied through formulations (Schegloff 1972) , i.e., inferences which are grounded in the recipient's response to the previous turns. Because the categories are based on participants' responses to previous turns in talk, any category label that emerges in an analysis is emic in nature, rather than based on the analyst's viewpoint. As Antaki and Widdicombe (1998: 12) note, "the analyst's account will be concerned with how people's descriptions of each other (in all sorts of texts) work, but will not be trying to finesse them or translate them into another language." Thus, to make the membership categorization in the form of a label or description relevant, the participants must do something with this categorical reference as part of the talk. Not every label or description that appears in talk will be oriented to for making an identity relevant, however. To make a particular identity relevant, the participants must use the identity category to accomplish some activity in their talk.
In order to frame the current study in previous work on cultural categorizations, the next section will discuss how the notion of culture and interculturality has been investigated in Japanese conversation. Iino (1996) and Cook (2006) examined folk beliefs as constructed through conversations among Japanese homestay students and their host families. Iino (1996) found that the Japanese host parents would "gaijin-ize" ('foreign-ize') the presentation of Japanese culture. Some of the examples that he provides are differences in food, the use of chopsticks, and compliments about the students' Japanese. He argues that the host parents used these examples to confirm differences between Japanese and other cultures. By code-switching to foreigner talk, host parents created an orientation to the identity of the "other" in the interaction. Expanding on Iino's (1996) study, Cook (2006) also examined narratives about folk beliefs of Japanese culture among homestay parents and students. She examined the interactive processes involved in telling a folk belief, and she demonstrated how the host parents and students co-constructed cultural difference through their challenges to one another's folk beliefs. Her study demonstrates that the activity of co-constructing a narrative in family dinnertime talk provides the opportunity for developing intercultural awareness about Japanese folk beliefs.
Previous studies on the construction of culture in Japanese conversation
Similarly, in a study utilizing CA and MCA, Nishizaka demonstrated that "doing cultural differences" (Nishizaka 1999: 237) or just "doing culture" is a process that is jointly achieved. Being Japanese or being a foreigner in his data meant that the participants oriented to a particular identity category which was "organized as a social phenomenon" (Nishizaka 1995: 302) . For example, Nishizaka (1999) describes an interview in which the category 'foreigner' was made relevant by the interviewer. In the data, the interviewer poses a question about the interviewee's use of many rather difficult Chinese compounds. In response, the interviewee uses difficult Chinese compounds and discusses the presumed difficulty involved in a "foreigner's" use of Chinese compounds. Nishizaka argues that the interviewee's account works to minimize the assumed difficulty of Chinese compounds for foreigners like himself, and as a result, the interviewee reduces the relevance of cultural difference between native Japanese speakers and himself. The interviewer then says, "henna gaijin" ('strange foreigner'), thereby making relevant the distinction between the identities of 'Japanese' and 'foreigner' through the process of labeling. Despite the talk by the learner that had previously minimized the differences between the two participants, the henna gaijin comment reoriented the relationship as an intercultural one by bringing this term into the forefront of the conversation. The interviewer's next question on studying the Japanese language continued this categorization of the interviewee as a "foreigner" through description as a "Japanese learner." Following Nishizaka's studies, Mori (2003) examined how interculturality is achieved in first-encounter multiparty interactions between American and Japanese students. She found that the construction of interculturality was achieved collaboratively, and that the parties formed "teams" to accomplish this collaboration. This is demonstrated in the following segment (see Appendix for abbreviations).
(1) Segment 1 (adapted from Mori 2003: 170) Day's (1998) study also sheds light on the ways that participants display an affiliation or disaffiliation with the membership/nonmembership of a national or ethnic category. In his study of co-workers in two factories in Sweden, Day found that the participants often oriented to the topic of ethnic categorization in their talk. The following example in which co-workers are planning a work party shows how T's response actively avoids ethnic categorization.
(2) Segment 2 (adapted from Day 1998: 167) Informed by these previous studies, the present study also examines how the cultural practices of the "other" are constructed in interactions. As seen in the previous examples from Day (1998) , Nishizaka (1995 Nishizaka ( , 1999 and Mori (2003) , the Japanese and Korean participants in the data below sometimes use categorical language to group themselves and others into categories based on nationality and/or ethnicity. Interestingly, however, the Japanese participants often enact the identity of Korean 'cultural expert,' thereby challenging essentialist notions of ethnic/national identity that presume a perfect correlation between cultural identity and race or nationality. In fact, the data show that in their talk about Korean and Japanese cultural practices, both sets of participants enact ethnic/national identities that do not consistently align with their prima facie ethnicities/nationalities. In the analysis below, the first segment examines how the identity of cultural expert is achieved through the participants' alignments with one other when one of the Japanese participants takes on the role of Korean cultural expert. The second two segments show how Japanese narrators frame their experiences in Korea as different or strange. As the data show, however, the Korean participants do not invoke their own ethnic/national identity as 'Korean cultural expert' in their responses to these assessments.
Data and analysis
The data for this study comes from 17 hours of audio-recorded conversations recorded by five Korean users of Japanese. The data was transcribed using CA transcription conventions (ten Have 1999). The main participants, Sang Ki Ha, Ji Eun Han, and Hee Jung Yoon 1 are three Korean users of Japanese who were studying at a Japanese university in the Chubu area. They were highly advanced learners of Japanese. Segment (3) was an interaction recorded among friends, and segments (4) and (5) took place with co-workers.
3.1.Cultural expertise: Kimuchi and tsukemono
This section will show how the participants construct the role of 'cultural expert' when discussing a cultural practice. The cultural expert identity is constructed through the participants' orientation to an elicitation of information about Korean culture, and specifically, through the ways the participants align as teams in providing responses. In segment (3), the recipients of the ongoing talk indicate their alignments with each other by making comparisons about cultural practices involving food. The membership categories they construct are the result of description, rather than labeling, as the categories are formed through the alignment of participants into 'teams' in talk about two cultural food icons, kimuchi and tsukemono. Kimuchi and tsukemono are pickled vegetables such as cabbage or radish served in Korea and Japan, but kimuchi is spicy. Before this segment began, the four participants were already engaged in talk about kimuchi, as they were about to share this dish. Two of the participants are native Korean speakers (Hee Jung Yoon and Mi Hi) and two are native Japanese speakers (Fumie and Saho). The participants are having a nabe (a pot used to cook the meal which is placed in the center of the table) party at the home of Mi Hi. Mi Hi has brought to the table some kimuchi for the participants to eat. Prior to the transcript, Hee Jung Yoon had told the participants about the benefits of eating kimuchi. These actions thereby occasioned the talk about kimuchi that follows. In lines 1615-1616, Saho provides an account of her kimuchi eating practices at restaurants. In line 1622-1623, Saho asks a question that elicits alignment from Hee Jung Yoon. This is a move towards solidarity and affiliation with Hee Jung Yoon, as it seeks Hee Jung Yoon's assessment of Japanese-style kimuchi. The reference to Japanese restaurants here is indicated by soto ('outside'), a clear place formulation (Schegloff 1972) . Hee Jung Yoon provides an acknowledgement marker (n::), but does not follow with agreement. Instead, she just states that it is complicated, which may allow her to avoid providing a negative assessment of Japanese style kimuchi. Next, in lines 1628-1630, she provides an example of when she likes to eat kimuchi. In line 1630, she uses another place formulation, mukoo ('over there'), thereby distinguishing Korean-made kimuchi from Japanese-made kimuchi, which Saho has just mentioned. This move establishes that now she will shift the talk about kimuchi to the context of Korea. By doing so, she is now talking about Korean practices in general, and her talk indexes her as someone with Korean cultural expertise. In response to Hee Jung Yoon's comments about eating kimuchi with pork cutlets in Korea, Saho repeats tonkatsu ('pork cutlet') (line 1632) with rising intonation. This rising intonation indexes her stance of surprise, which indicates that for her, the practice of eating pork cutlets with kimuchi is marked or unusual. In response, Hee Jung Yoon points out the normalcy of the practice in Korea, thus enacting her Korean cultural expertise once again, and then she provides a contrast of this with Japan in line 1639. It is important to note that Hee Jung Yoon does not take on the stance of a Japanese cultural expert in making this contrast, however. She asks Saho to confirm her observation, thus instantiating Saho as a Japanese cultural expert.
Fumie then asks a question in line 1646. Fumie, who has been silent for the most part so far, asks the question to clarify what she has heard as a side recipient in the conversation between Hee Jung Yoon and Saho. The way in which she formulates the question indicates she was not paying close attention, and her question brings her into the conversation as a fully ratified participant, slightly changing the roles of the participants.
Until this point in the conversation, Saho had been receiving information about Korean cultural practices from Hee Jung Yoon. In line 1647, however, Saho becomes a tentative co-giver of this information when she acts as a Korean cultural expert. In this turn, she displays her "congruent understanding" (Goodwin & Goodwin 1987 ) of the information provided by Hee Jung Yoon and her newfound knowledge about Korean food. In response, Hee Jung Yoon takes on the role of co-giver of information and provides Saho with validation as a Korean cultural expert in line 1648 when she ratifies Saho's utterance with soo soo ('yes, yes'). Hee Jung Yoon then provides another example to supplement Saho's answer, thus forming a team with Saho to answer Fumie's question. Fumie pursues this line of questioning to get even more information about "how different" the food practices are in Korea. In response, Mi Hi, who has basically been silent until this point, and Hee Jung Yoon form a team to provide further explanations about Korean culinary practices in lines 1656-1657, thereby enacting the identity of Korean cultural experts. Then, Saho wraps up this segment by comparing the similarities among the participants, rather than the differences, with her comment about tsukemono.
In this segment, the participants group themselves into two 'teams'. This grouping is similar to the teams found in Goodwin's (1981 Goodwin's ( , 1984 Goodwin's ( , 1986 Goodwin's ( , 1987 ) and Mori's (2003) work which also showed how participants affiliated with one another as givers and receivers of information in order to clarify cultural items that were unknown to some of the participants. Here, Saho and Hee Jung Yoon's collaboration strongly resembles the way that Mori's (2003) Japanese participants formed teams to discuss oatmeal. In this case, Saho took responsibility for her status as someone who could make inferences based on what she has just learned to further the information exchange, and in doing so, she temporarily crossed a national/cultural boundary. She demonstrated that she was able to take responsibility as an active participant in intercultural talk in two ways: First, when she participated and was ratified by Hee Jung Yoon about the Korean cultural practice in question, and second, when she was able to make a connection between kimuchi and tsukemono. This is depicted in Figure 1 . The last section of the data demonstrate the reinstantiation of interculturality based on difference in nationality, when Hee Jung Yoon and Mi Hi formed a team and took the floor from Saho to provide knowledge about Korean culture, thereby indexing their status as Korean cultural experts. Saho and Fumie used questions to elicit information to work towards intercultural understanding and the ability to take responsibility for knowledge.
Figure 1. Responsibility vs. desire to know
In the end, the cultural practice of eating kimuchi as being "different" is illustrated to be "similar" to a Japanese practice of eating tsukemono. Notice that the above division is not completely drawn based on ethnicity/nationality. Saho was able to cross over to the "taking responsibility side" for part of the conversation. In the end, it was Saho who brought about alignment for the practices of eating kimuchi and tsukemono, as "they are alike."
The participants also oriented to the ethnic/national categorization of their identities as Japanese and Korean. Through the topical talk, they constructed descriptions of membership categorizations. However, the specific identities were not labeled directly in the conversation, but rather, were formulated and became inferable from the participants' descriptive work and the alignments in the conversation. In sections of the talk, Hee Jung Yoon and Mi Hi formulated their own Korean identity through taking responsibility for explaining Korean food practices. Fumie and Saho were seekers of information about those cultural practices, and in displaying an interest in this information, they enacted their identities as non-Koreans, or 'others.' This division of teams was clearly along national/ethnic lines. The categories of the national/ethnic identities and the cultural practices are found in Figure 2 . At first, the participants constructed the ethnic/national identity categories of Koreans and Japanese to explain the different practices involved in serving kimuchi with tonkatsu. However, the participants then worked toward finding common ground. While eating kimuchi with tonkatsu was at first seen as a difference, Saho then treated the kimuchi/tsukemono pair as a link of similarity between the two groups, just as tonkatsu and kyabetsu sengiri are. This is shown in Figure 3 . 
KoreansBothJapanese
Kimuchi -Tonkatsu -TsukemonoKyabetsu sengiri Therefore, despite this particular food being different, the participants achieved common ground for the idea of serving something that is fermented or pickled (kimuchi and tsukemono).
"Korean culture is strange"
In the previous segment, the participants worked together to explore the cultural practices of eating kimuchi and tsukemono. In the next two segments, Japanese participants tell narratives in which they provide assessments that show degrees of surprise at Korean cultural practices. Interculturality among the participants is not made relevant in talk in segment (4), but it is explicitly used as a label in (5). In both cases, the Korean recipients of these narratives, Ji Eun Han and Sang Ki Ha, are interacting with older male co-workers during work breaks. Ji Eun Han works for her aunt, a Korean national, who has a small art import business, and Sang Ki Ha works at a nomiya (a bar) that is Korean-owned. Their co-workers (A and B respectively) tell narratives that display negative stances toward Korean practices. In telling these narratives, A and B do not appeal to the Korean recipients as cultural experts, as in segment (3); rather, they just provide their own assessments of the events as unpleasant or strange. Interestingly, these negative assessments are not elaborated on or challenged or by Ji Eun Han or Sang Ki Ha. In segment (4), Ji Eun Han provides an acknowledgement of her co-worker's position, and she aligns with him. In segment (5), Sang Ki Ha provides a non-committal response to a negative description of the cultural practice in question.
In segment (4), Ji Eun Han and her co-worker, A, draw on knowledge of cultural practices that are specific to Korea and Japan through the stances they take up with each other in their talk. In this case, the topic of the talk is the way food is wrapped and displayed in Korea and Japan. In the segment below, A is recalling a time when he was in Korea and wanted to buy Korean snacks. It is relevant that Ji Eun Han refers to A as someone whom she calls sensei, a title used to address or refer to teachers, doctors, and other authority figures. A is older than Ji Eun Han, and he has taught her a great deal about many work-related matters. Prior to and throughout the segment below, the coworkers are eating donuts and discussing the topic of food. Ji Eun Han and A accomplish the categorization of their own and one another's identities through discussing how Korean and Japanese companies package their food products. A uses a place formulation, Korea, to establish the topic and location of the explanation that will follow. This place formulation establishes a level of contrast in the way that the Korean and Japanese sweets are packaged. A treats okashi ('sweets,' line 43), as something that is culturally similar at first glance, but then he specifically contrasts the appearance of the Korean and Japanese sweets/snacks, thereby establishing a marked distinction. In addition, A uses soko as a formulation for the previous reference to the market in Korea in line 43. He then continues to contrast the appearance (mitame) of the packaging in Korea with the packaging that is nihon no hoo ('on the Japan side'). He provides a further contrast in lines 48-50 by stating that he expected that the Korean packaging would not look very appealing. Surprisingly, Ji Eun Han aligns with A's negative evaluation of Korean packaged foods by supplying the phrase "not seem so delicious" in line 46. Ji Eun Han continues to align with A in line 51, where he provides an agreement token (a soo desu ne) with rising intonation. She then provides an elaboration of A's narrative by adding a positive description of her own observation of Japanese food culture 2 . She validates A's categorization of what the packaging represents in Japan in contrast to Korea. A follows by explaining that he did not buy the product. Here, he uses the epistemic marker yappari to show that his prior orientation to this event was to doubt the worth of the product. In line 61, Ji Eun Han responds, as if to indicate "I have heard you." This provides acknowledgement without providing any alignment, which could be viewed as a strategy for avoiding conflict.
In sum, the descriptive work for membership categorization that occurs constructs the differences in the cultural practice of displaying snacks/sweets in Korea and Japan. However, no evidence for cultural difference among the participants themselves is apparent in the talk. The participants accomplish shared membership identity work through their stances as the speaker and the recipient. A's description of the situation places him as someone who is claiming knowledge and expertise of this particular Korean practice, even though he is a 'Japanese' on the face of it. In her own talk, Ji Eun Han also creates memberships for herself as someone with cultural knowledge of both countries. She claims cultural expertise about Japan specifically through lines 51-53, where she describes the Japanese practice of putting plastic food in the windows to entice customers. A takes on the role of cultural critic for this Korean practice, and surprisingly, Ji Eun Han does not challenge it. In fact, she shows alignment with this critique. In the end, interculturality between the participants is not made relevant and hence, cannot be claimed. At the level of talk, both participants display shared memberships in the same ethnic/national categories through their demonstrations of Korean and Japanese cultural knowledge, and through their shared stance toward the food packaging practices of both cultures.
Unlike the two previous segments where alignment is indicated to some degree, the participants in segment (5) do not show an indication of alignment with each other. In this segment, B is recalling a past experience about going to a funeral in Korea during a meal break at work with his Japanese boss. Before this segment, B was making comparisons between Japanese and Korean people in regard to loyalty toward people they care about. This previous talk established B's frame for telling this narrative as a comparison of these two cultures. 3 This is followed by B's characterization of funerals in Korea. Line 227 can be seen as an effort by Sang Ki Ha to confirm his understanding of the previous utterance. However, Sang Ki Ha aborts his turn when B overlaps his talk. Sang Ki Ha does not venture to take the floor again until line 236. He does not provide an account as a Korean cultural expert for what B has described, nor does he seek clarification from B. Instead, he employs the practice of labeling to establish interculturality between B and himself with "yappari bunka wa chotto chigau kara" (Just as I thought, (it's) because our cultures are a little different).
Turning to the identity work being accomplished here, B formulates the ethnic/national identity of both himself and the person who died through contrasting Japanese and Korean funerals in lines 210-226. His assessment and his surprise at the funeral practices in Korea establish his identity as a non-member in that particular event. He further aligns with Japaneseness through descriptions of how the funeral of his friend differed from a Japanese funeral. His surprise reveals his negative stance towards this cultural practice as strange or unusual.
Sang Ki Ha does not challenge or question B's account, but rather, points to the interculturality that has been established. This is in direct contrast to the previous segments where the participants work together either to find common ground between their cultures (as in segment (3)), or to provide alignment to a negative assessment of a Korean cultural practice (segment (4)).
Conclusions
This article has examined what occurs in talk about cultural matters to see how the participants go about constructing interculturality. Similar to what Mori (2003) found, the participants in segment (3) worked together as teams to come to an understanding of the cultural practices related to food by making a comparison. In doing so, some of them established themselves as sharing expertise in the same cultural practices. In (3), Saho switched teams momentarily to show her ability to make a supposition and to indicate her alignment with the Korean cultural experts. In the end, she made the leap to link two seemingly different foods, kimuchi and tsukemono, as being similar cultural items, thereby reducing the significance of the recently established interculturality.
Perhaps the most interesting finding of the study is that people of different cultural backgrounds will align with negative assessments about their own cultures, thereby creating ambiguous cultural identities. This was the case in segment (4), which demonstrated how a Korean participant aligned with a negative assessment about Korean cultural practices made by her Japanese interlocutor. The study also shows that negative assessments may not yield interculturality if participants do not challenge the negative assessments of their own cultures. Segments (4) and (5) illustrated this outcome. One possible reason for this difference is the participants' interpersonal relationships. As mentioned before, in the first segment analyzed, Hee Jung Yoon was interacting with her close friends. In the last two segments, however, Ji Eun Han and Sang Ki Ha were interacting with a superior at work, an identity which was made relevant in other parts of the data through address terms. Ji Eun Han called A sensei (teacher) while Sang Ki Ha addressed B as buchoo (boss). These two contextualization cues (Gumperz 1982 ) provide a possible explanation for the lack of challenges to these negative categorizations. Furthermore, it is significant that neither Korean participant successfully enacted the identity of Korean cultural expert in segments (4) and (5). This is in direct contrast to what happened in segment (3) where the participants established teams of cultural experts and then worked to achieve a positive stance toward their interculturality. In segments (4) and (5), Korean cultural expertise was assumed by the Japanese speakers, and in (4), the Korean participant aligned with the negative assessments made of a Korean cultural practice. In (5), the Korean participant explicitly named interculturality to index the participants' different memberships.
The data show that the various membership categorizations that occur depend on how participants respond to their co-participants' assessments of the cultural practices under discussion. This study proposes that interculturality is dependent upon the orientation to, or lack of orientation to, the identity of 'cultural expert.' Descriptive work based on this identity formed the basis for nearly all categorizations in the data. In segment (5), the participants only turned to the explicit labeling of interculturality after this descriptive work had first been attempted. This may reveal a preference for subtlety or indirectness in marking cultural sameness or difference, but further research would need to be done in order to justify such a claim.
In the end, the findings here suggest that face-to-face interactions about specific cultural practices do not necessarily lead to the enactment of cultural difference among participants. Instead, participants may choose to find common ground, thereby dismissing cultural difference, as Saho did in (3). Or, they may claim cultural expertise in another's cultural practices, as demonstrated by participant A in (4) when talking about Korean retail practices. Furthermore, participants may avoid the enactment of specific cultural affiliations by choosing to let certain topics pass, including critiques of their own cultural practices, as Sang Ki Ha did in (5). This study does not provide the definitive answer to how interculturality works. Rather, the analysis provides additional possibilities for how interculturality can be constructed and treated as irrelevant in talk. 
